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Dear Mr. Jordan:

On behalf of the Columbus Metropolitan Club ("CMC" or "the Club"), we submit this
response to the complaint filed by Mark R. Brown in MUR 6590. For the reasons sét. forth
below, the Federal Election Commission should find that there is no reason to believe that the
Club violated any provision of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 ("FECA" or "the
Act”); as amended, or applicable Federal Election Commission (“FEC® or “the Commission™)

regulations.

I. Summiary of Allegations
Despite acknowledging that the forum on presidential politics in Ohio that the CMC held

May 23, 2012 was niot a. “debate” within the meaning of 11 CFR. § 110.13, Mr. Brown, “a
registered voter in Ohio who routinely votes for qualified minor party candidates™ and intends to

do so in' November 2012, devotes 20 paragraphs of his 59 paragraph submission complaining, in
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effect, that minor party officials were improperly excluded from the forum. Complaint at 7-10,
13049, Because this argument is simply spurious, Mr. Brown seeks to have the Commission
punish the CMC for excluding minor party officials from the forum by alleging that the: forurn
constituted an illegal contri'but'im:l to the campaigns of President Obama and Governor Romney.

Complaint at 1,9 1. Simlar baseless allegations against the CMC have been raised and rejected

by the Commisaion twice before. .Sae generally MURs 5642 and 6111.

" In addition, Mr. Brown alleges that the dissemination of the video of the forum by the

Ohio News Network (“ONN™) and the posting of the forum video on CMC’s YouTube pagé are

‘illegal corporate contributions because they constitute “something of value” contributed to.the

Ohio Democratic and Republican Parties and theif respectivé candidates’ cainpaigris: Brown
Complaint at 2, 11, 1 2, 58. These claims are:simply unfounded, No corporate funds were -used-
to video the May 23, 2012 forum or post the video on the CMC’s YouTube page. Moreover, the
ONN broadcast of the May 23, 2012 forum was clearly permissible under the press exemption.

11 C.F.R. §§ 100.73 and 100.132.

For all of the reasons. discussed below, Mr. Brown's allegations are incorrect as-a matter

of law.
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ll.

Statement of Facts and Di ion of Authority
There is to no reason to believe,that the Club committed any violition of FECA or FEC
implementing regulations in sponsoring the May 23, 2012 forum that is the subject of MUR
6590,
A. CMC’s Forum on Presidential Politics. in Ohio Does Not Constitute an Illegal
Corporate Contribution or Expenditure:

1. Mr.Brown’s Complaint Misintérprets FECA as Prohibltmg Political Speech
by Corporations in Cooperation. with Party Officlals

Mr: Brown’s complaint misinterprets FECA and the Supreme Court’s recent devision in
Citizens United v. FEC, 558 U.S. 50 (2010) as a blariket prokiibition on all corporate political
speech if it is made in cooperation with party officials,’ Under Mr. Brown’s intetpretation of thie
Act, a nonprofit corporatioit is barred from sponsoring a public, educational forum on the
important role the State of Ohio will play in the 2012 presidential campaign if the forum includes
party officials. The Act simply Goes not reach that far, nor could it and remain consistent with
the First Amendment. In fact, Congress and the FEC have exempted various types of corporate
political speech, including noﬁ-pmﬁt sponsared debatea, candidate appearanees: on the campuses

.of incorporated nanprofit educational instifutions, cammunicions made on the Infernet by

! Mr. Brown seems entirely unaware of the.steps the Comenission has taken to implement Citizens United.
“Throughout Mr. Brown's: complaint, he rehes on 11 CFR. § 1144 Followmg Citizens United, however, the
Commission acknowledged that the restrictions on corporate polltlcal speech in 11:CFR. § 1144 were
-consntutlonnlly suspect ¢ and mdicated lhat the Cummn isici wbuld conduct 3 mlemakmﬁ to brmg 11 CFR.§ 1144

line with ourt deci iten » Court’s Decision in Citizens United v: FEC

N - - ; That ralemaking wais-initiated,

on Decemher 27 2011, aud is m]l pendmg-. Independent E@endxturel md Elotionéering Commc’ns by Corps. and
Labor Otgs., 76 Fed. Reg. 80,807-12 (Dec: 27, 2611) (notice of proposed rulémaking.
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incorporated bloggers (the “Internet Rule”), and news coverage of campaigns by for-profit: media
corporations. All of these protected forms of corporate political speech-can and frequenily do
involve cooperation with federal carididates anid/or federal or state party officials, Therefore,
FECA cannot hc interpreted to prohibit all corporate political speech made i sooperation with.

party officials as Mr. Biown contends.

First, FECA specifically excludes froim the definition of the terri "expenditure” any

"nonpartisan activity designed to encourage individuals to vote or to register to vote." 2 U.S.C. §

431(9)(B)(ii). The Commission has consistently héld.that this provision provides a safe harbor for

non-profit organizations that stage candidate debates in accordance with FEC. regulations. See

MUR 5378 (Commission on Presidential Debates), First General Counsel's Report at 2-3; MURs

4987, 5004, 5021 (Commission on Presidential Debates), First General Counsel's Report at 5—6.
Specifically, if the non-profit organization staging the debate meets the requirements of 11
C.F.R. § 110.13(a)(1) and stages debates in accordance with 11 C.F.R. §§ 110.13(b) and (¢)-and.
114.4(%), the organization's activities are exempt from FECA's definitions of "ceritributioti" and
"expenditure." MUR 5378, First General Counsel's Report at 3. This exemption demonstrates
that FECA cannot be read to prohibit all political speech made by corporations in cooperation

with party officials.

Second, FEC regulations contain an exeraption froia the definition of “contribution or

expenditure” for candidate appearances at incorporated nonprofit educational institutions. 11
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- C.FR. § 114.4(c)(7); see also MUR 5642 (Columbus Metropolitan Club), First General
Counsel’s Report at 22, n.25. The Commission explained that this regulation enables:
[Plrivate colleges, universities, and other incorporated nonprofit. educational
institutions [to] make their premises available:to. candidates who. wish to: address
students, faculty, the academic community, or the general public (whomever, is
invited) at no cost or for less than the usual and normal charga. However, the
school must make reasonable efforts to énsure thet the appearanices afe conducted
as specchies, question and answer sessions, or other ncademic events, and do not.
constitute campaign rallies, .
Explanation and Justification, Corporate and Labor Organization Activity; Express. Advocacy
and Coordination with Candidates, 60 Fed. Reg. 64260, 64270 (Dec. 14, 1995), This exemption
i yet another instance where the Commission has interpreted FECA to allow corporate political
speech in cooperition with federal candidates and party officials, demonstrating that the Act was
not intended to, nor does it have the effect of, prohibiting all corporate speech in cooperation

with party officials, as Mr. Brown would have the Commission believe.

Indeed, the Commission has taken note of this exemption in'a prior enforcement case
involving the CMC. See MUR 5642, First General Counsel’s Report at 22, n.25. Although the
Club is not a.schaol, college, or university, the Commission relied onthis exemption to exercise
its prosecutorial discretion in MUR 5642 dnd declined to pursue allegations that the CMC had
made an impermissible corporate political expenditure under 2 U.S.C. § 441b by sponsoring a
forum where Mr. George Soros appeared to discuss the Irag War and opposed the re-election of

President George W. Bush. Jd. Despite neither taking place.on the:premises of an educational
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institution nor including a candidate appearance, the Commission wrote that *“some of'the policy
considerations that led to the creation.of this exemption, including ensuring that FECA did not
unduly burden thie free excharnge anid debate of ideas in dri intelléctual environment, would seem
to support the exercise of prosecutorial discrétion ifi these circumstancos.” Jd. (cifing Explanation
and Justification, Cogporate and Labor Organization Activity; Eapress Advocacy and
Coordination with Candidates, 60 Fed. Reg. 64260, 6427071 (Dec: 14, 1995)). The.
Commission’s reasoning in MUR 5642 resonates with even stronger force here. where the
purpose of the forum was to discuss the State of Ohio’s role in the 2012 presidential election

rather thar debate the merits of the candidates in that race.

The Intarnet Ruie is a third example of the Commission interpreting FECA to specifically
allow an incorporated e‘ntit;} to éngage in political speech in cooperation with party officials. The
Internet Rule exempts from the Commission’s definitions of “contribution” and “expenditure™
activities on the Internet “for the purpose of influeiicing a Federal election” by a “cotporation
that is wholly owned by one or'mo;'.e‘- individuals, that engages primarily in Intemnet activities,
and that does not derive a substantial portion of its revenues from sources other than income
from its Internet activities.” 11 C.F.R §§ 100.94(d), 100. 155(d). The Tnternet acti\;itim include
emails, blogging, maintaining a website, and “any other form of communication distributed over
the Intertiet.” 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.94(b), 100.155(b). Most ifriportanily, the Internet Rule applies to

Internet activities by incorporated bloggers even if they are done “ir coordination with any
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candidate, authorized committee, or political party committee.” 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.94(a),

100.155(a).

Finally, FECA also contains an-exemption for political speech by for-profit news media
corporations. FECA .and FEC regulations exenipt “Any cost incutred ifi covering or carrying &
news story, commentary, or editorial by any broadcasting station (including a ceble t‘eleﬁ.sion
operator, prograinmer or-producer) . . .” from the definition of contribuition of' expenditure. 2

U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. § 100.73; 11 C.FR. § 100.132. The Commission has giventhe

“ exemption for for-profit media corporations an extremely broad interprétation. See. .'e[.g'.,

Advisory Opiniion 2011-11 (Stephen Colbert).

Accordingly; it is clear that FECA. and FEC regulations spécifically allow both rion-profit
and for-profit corporations to engage in certain types of political speech in cooperation with
party officials in order not to “unduly burden the free exchange and debate of ideas.” MUR 5642
(Columbus Metropolitan Club), First General Counisel’s Report at 22,1n.25. Accordingly, Mr.
Brown'’s interpiretation of FECA and FEC regulations ar.creuting a cumpicte.pr_ehiﬁition on
corporate political gpeech in cooperation with party officials is simply incorrect.

2. CMC Did Not Endorse a Candidate or Use Corporate Funds to Pay for the:
Forum, and Neither Party Official Expressly Advocated the Election of
Eitlter Party’s Presidattial Candidate

Since its inception, the Club has worked to remain completely neu&d with regard to

programming and does not advertise, promote; endorse or otherwise advocaté or oppose any
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person, candidate, position, or ideology. See, e.g., Affidavit of Jane Scott, Executive Director,
Columbus Metropolitan Club at § 8 (Attachment 1 to the CMC Response to‘the Complaint in
MUR 5642)(hereinafter “Scott Affidavit”). In keeping with this long-standing policy, CMC did
not endorse either Barack Obama or Mitt Rommicy at the May 23, 3012 forum and nio
répresentative of the Club endorsed any of the views eéxpressed by either of the-party officials

. before, during, or after the May 23, 2012 forum.

The Columbus Metropolitan Club is a very small 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation with a
. total of four fiill- and part-time employees and. an annual budget 0f $500,000. The Club'was.
established in 1976 to promoté the open exchange of information and ideds among the residents
of central Ohio by providing a.forum for free expression and fair debate to examine the many
issues confronting the community, state, nation; and world.-Scott Affidavit at 1§ 3-5. The Club
provides the opportunity for discussion and debate among various viewpoints and constituencies
tludugi,x.'reguflatly scheduled luncheon forums. /d, at q 6. In the-past year, the Club planmed and
hosted 58 ovenits attended by a total of almiost 8,000 people. Nearly 200 logal, regionial, national
and international speakers diseussed health, art, politics, international re:lations, the ecanomy,
business, social needs, civil liberties, and other newsworthy topics. The Club describes itself as
“the office water cooler, the neighborhood coffee shop, the sports bar during a big game, the

kitchen table st suppertime.” About Us; CMC is the Community’s Conversation,

siivetrtictub.ory/Defaultaspyx?pipcld=49300. “{The Club is] where we look

forward to seeing our family and friends to share important news, discuss it, debate it, and mull
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over its ramifications for ourselves, our neighbors, our community and.our world.” Jd, Women
excluded from the private hurich clubs and speaker groups in thie area founded CMC, recruiting

mermbers from all walks of life, opening membetship to everyone, and providing a “unique

opportunity for community conversation.” CMC: History,

Iaspx?pageld=40311.

The fgc_ts. demonstrate that the Club did not schedule the May 23, 2012 forum to provide
either party official with a platformi from which to advocatethie election of their respective
presidential candidates. Instead, the Club scheduled both state party chairs to. provide context and
analysis of the 2012 presidential electoral laridscape, continuing in CMC’s proud tradition of
promoting the opeén excharige of information and ideas among the residérits of central Ohio. The

Club’s. promotional materials for the May-23, 2012 forum do not include either the:images or the

names of either presidential candidate, contain no express advocacy, and-advertise the forum as

“a glimpse [0f] what to expect in Ohio this upcoming presidential election season,” See
Presidential Politics in O-H-I-O, DAILY. REPGRTER, May 16; 2012 (aitackied hereto as Exhibit

A).

Nor is there any basis in fact for anyone to believe that, by sponsoring the: May 23, 2012
forum, the Club somehow endorsed either speaker’s political views. The Club strives to remain
completely neutral and has established procedures designed to prevent even the perception that

the Club is endorsing any person, candidate, position, ot ideology. Scott Affidavit at q 8. These
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long-standing proceduires were. followed to the letter on May 23, 2012. Rich Terapak, President
of the CMC Board of Trustees, was given a CMC-staff-prepared neutral script, which introduced

the speakers alphabetically, to use at the beginning and end of the forum. After briefly discussing

~ both speakers’ bios, Mr. Terapak introduced the moderator for the discussion, Michael

Thampuon, News Diractor of WOSU (a public radio statien in Ohio), who-askni hix own and

facilitated audienoe questions to both party officials.

Furthermore, no corporate funds were used to pay for the May 23, 2012 forum. The:
forum was fully paid for using funds derived from ticket sales to Club members and the general
public. All CMC forums are funded in this way. Scott Affidavit,at ] 25-26; see also Affidavit of’
Lori Marlow at q 18 (Attachment 7 to- the CMC Resp.t;nse' to the Coniplaint in MUR
5642)(hereinafter “Marlow Affidavit™). The Club uses the same procedure for selling ticketsto
all Club forums. Marlow Affidavit at § 18, CMC members and members of the general public
must reserve tickets to a forum and must pay for their tickets by check, cash, or credit card in
advance of the forum. /d, Following an event, the Club processes thie credit card charges, and the
cash and checks are depogited. Jd: When the Club receives an invoice from the. fadility where an
event was held, the Club sends a check to that facility, drawing on the funds that event’s ticket

sales generated. Jd,

The process of paying for the May 23, 2012 forum was no different. Approximately 139

individuals attended the May 23, 2012 forum and ticket sales generated $2,740. The venue, the
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Athletic Club of Columbus (the “Athletic Club”), charged CMC a fotal of $2,080 for the use of
theit facilities for the May 23, 2012 forum. The Athletic Club invoice for the forum was paid
exclusively with the finds generated by ticket sales. Ticket sale revenue o the forum more than
covered both the:diréct end indirect costs of holding the forum at the. Athietic Club. In fact, the
revenue from ticket sales to the May 23, 2012 forum covered the entire; cost of the fomﬁ
including indirect administration and marketing, as well as the costs of filming the forum,

providing it the: Ohio News Netwark, and posting it on the website.

In addition, while both party officials discussed the 2012 pr&sidentihl.electioxfr, thiey did.
not expressly advocate the-election of either Barack Obarﬁg- or Mitt Romney. Mr. Brown’s
complaint makes this fact abundantly clear. He quotes local news stories, ofi¢ of which reported
that “the chairmen spent most of their time before the [CMC] talking national politics,” and the
other wrote that the‘moderator “quizzed™ the speakers. Complaint at 4, ] 14—15. The complaint.
notes that the Democratic Party official indicated he was happy with the President as his
candidate and that “we should all celebrate that [ore Ohioarns are working today than there
were in January 2009].” Cotplaiut at 5, § 21. Mr. Bfown further hotes-thiat the Rnpuﬁiican Party
official indicated he thought the bailout of General Motors was a “bad idea” and that he was
pleased ‘with Mitt Romney, who will be able to-“attract a number-of independents.” Id. at 4-5, 9
18-19. These innocuous. bits.of political analysis in the context of'a general discussion of the
role the State of Ohio would play in the 2012 presidential ¢lection hardly constitute “express

advocacy™ as defined by Commission regulations. 11 C.F.R. § 100.22(a)&(b).
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In brief, CMC did not endorse ¢ither presidential candidate and did nothing fo. imply that
the Club endorsed the views of either party official. In keeping with its long-standing policy of
neutrality, the Club took no position on either candidate; used .a neutral script to introduce both
speakers, had a local member of the media moderate the discussion by asking and facilitating
audience questions, and used no carporate funds to host the May 23, 2012 forum. In addition,

neither speaker expressly advocated the election of Barack Obania or Mitt Romney.

Simply put, the May 23, 2012 forum organized by the Columbus Metropolitan Club.did
not constitute a contribution or expenditure prohibited by 2 USC §:441Db to either the
Democratic or Republican Parties or the campaigns of their presumptive nominees.

Accordingly, there is no reason to believe that the CMC violated FECA or FEC regulations when
it hosted the May 23, 2012 forum to discuss the 2012 presidential election.
B. Making the May 23, 2013 Forum on Prgsldenﬁal' Politics in Ohio Available to the
Ohio News Network Did Not Violate FECA. or FEC Regulations

The Ohio News Network is a cable news channel. based in Columbus, Ohio, calling itself
“Ohio’s channel for news.” Okio News Network, htt :lZWww;omitf\_n:mmﬂ 'ONN features
programs suchi as “Ohio & Company,” “Buckeye Blitz,” and “Ohiio’s 9 Q’clock News.” Id.
ONN aperates on four cable providers, and has a website featuring news, weather, spotts, health,
and Ohio.politics, among other subjects. Id... The Ohio politics portion of the site includes articles
and video. focused on the 2012 presidential election. ONN, Ohie Politics,

hetpid/vww onntv.eoiwicontent/seetions/politics/index, hitrnl,
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Commission regulations excluding “any cost incurred in covering; or cartying 4:news

story, commentary or editorial by any broadcasting station (inclading a cable tel'ev'is"i._(m operator,
programmmer or producer) . . . uriless the facility is owniéd or eontrelled by any politicel party,
political committee, or candidate® from the definiffon of “contribution” of “expenditure” ate
known collectively us the “peess oxetaption.” 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.73 and 100.132. The ragulations
derive from FECA. Sée 2 U.S.C. § 431(9)(B)G). The Cofrimission, in explaining the legislative
history of the press exemption, wrote “Congress did.not intend to ‘limit or burden in any way the:
First Amendment freedom[] of thie press.. . . . [The exemption) assures the unfettered right of
newspapets, TV networks, and other media to cover and cothment on political campaigns.”™
Advisory Opinion 2011-11 (Colbert) at 6 (quoting H.R. REP. NG. 93-1239, at 4 (1974))

(alterations in 6riginal).

The courts have interpreted the press exemption broadly to preclude any Commission
investigation of press activities that fill within the scope-ofthe exemption. Reader's Digest
Ass'nv. FEC, 509 F. Supp. 1210, 1214 (S,.D.N.Y, 1981); FEC v. Phillips Publ g, Inc., F. Supp.
1308, 1312 (D.D.C. 1981). Accordingly, the Commission is limited to “detarminiing whether the
press exemption is applicable.” Reader s Digest, 509 F. Supp. at 1214, In determining whether
the press exemption applies, the Commission first asks whether the entity engaging in the
acti\;..ity is-a press entity. Advisory Opinion 2011-11 at 6. If'so, the Cominission asks: “{A)
‘whether the:entity is owned or controlled by a political party, political committee, or candidate;

and (B) whether the entity is acting as a press eiitity iri conducting the activity at issue (i.¢;,
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whether the press entity is acting in its "legitimate press function").” Id. at 6-7; see Reader’s
Digest, 509 F. Supp. at-'i'2f4. In this matter, the Ohio News Network is. cléarly a:press entity; it is
not owned or controlled by a political party, committee, or.candidate; and it engaged in
legitimate press activity in broadcasting the May 23, 2012 forwm. The Ohio New:Network,
therefore, qualifies under the: press exemption and the CMC did net violate FECA or FEC

regulations by providing ONN with video of the May 23, 2012 foruni,

The Ohio News Network, a cable TV channel, is undoubtedly a press entity. Operating
on four separate cable providers and maintaining a regularly updated website, ONN is a
quintessential member of the press. Both the Act and Commission regulations specify that the
press exemption is available to “a cable television operator, programmer or producer,” 2 U.S.C.
§ 431(9)X(B)(i); 11 C.F.R. §§ 100.73 and 100.132, and FEC régulations extend the Act fo include

“web site[s].” 11 C.F.R. §§ 100:73 and 100.132.

In Advisory Opinion 2004-07, Viacomi asked the Commiission to. consider whéther
MTV’s “Prelection™ activities would constitute “corporate contributions, expenditures, or
electioneering communications.” Advisory Opinian 2004-07 at 3. Prelection was desigited as a
voter education. initiative with a multiplicity of tools for young peoplé to leam: about presidential
candidates in 2004, including a simulated vote. See id. at. 1-2. Thé Commission found that
Viacom’s “broadcasting of Prelection activities constitutes ‘covering or carrying a news story;-

commentary, or editorial,” and thus falls within the exemptions in 2 U.S.C. [§§] 431(9)(B)(i) and
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434(f)(3)(B)(3) and would not violate 2 U.S.C. [§] 441b. Advisory Opinion 2004-07 at 5. In
MUR 6590, the Ohio News Network broadcast video of the May 23, 2012 forum on its cable
channel. The May 23, 2012 forum, broadcast by ONN Sunday at 1:00 pm, provided information
for Ohioans about the 2012 presidential electioﬂ. mirraring the Commiss'ibn-approved-MTV’-s
Prelection activities. In eddition, the Ohio News Network i surely the type of oxganization
Congress meant fo exempt when it created the press exemption to. “assure(] ‘t..he unfettered right
of newspapers, TV networks, and other media to cover and comment on political campaigns.”
H.R. ReP.No. 93-1239; at 4 (1974). Nor is there any reason to believe, and Mr. Brown does not
allege, that the Ohio News Network is.either owned or “controlled by a political party; political

committee, or candidate,” See Advisory Opinion 2011-11 at 7.

Finally, ONN was carrying out its “legitimate press function” when it broadcast video

from the May 23, 2012 forum. See Advisory:Opinion 2011-11 at 7. The broad¢ast did not result

in ONN’s “active participation in core campaign or electioneering: functions.” 1d. at 8.

Furthermore, under the “considerations of form” analysis the Commission uses from
Massachusetts Citizens for Life, 479 1.S. 238, 251 (1986) it is clear that the Ohio Neéws Network
operated in its normal and legitimate press function when it broadcast video of the May 23, 2012

forum, as ONN has routinely broadcast comparable political video on its channel and its website.

s

See ONN, Okio Politics, Jittpiliwww dijli'ti.x"--.'ééfﬂ\#g_(ﬁiﬁtéﬁ fsections/paliticsfindex.fitml; see also

Advisory Opinion 2011-11 at 8 (comparing Colbert Report segment: production and distribution.
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for his independent expenditure commiittee with previously aired segments.on the Golbert
Report).
These facts demonstrate that the Ohio News Network is a press entity to which the press
exemption applies and the CMC did not violate FECA or FEC regulations by providing ONN-

with video of the May 23, 2012 forum.

Conclusion

M. ﬁmwn"s flawed complaint against the Columbus Metropolitan Club pmvfd no
basis for the Commission to conclude that there is réason to believe that the Club violated FECA
or FEC implementing regulations. Mr. Brown’s principal complaint seems to be that the Club
held a forum to which officials of independent and minor parties were niot invited. In an attempt
to punish the Club for this perceived injustice, Mr. Brown alleges that CMC provided the
presidential campaigns of Barack-Obama and Mitt Romney and the Demiocratic and Republican
Partiss of Ohio-with illégal corperate contribations. He distorts FECA, incorrectly implyifig that
it prohibits any carpomte political speech made in cooparation with party officials. The May 23,
2012 ﬁmnn simply does not constitute a carporate contribution within the meaning af FECA and
FEC regulations. No corporate funds were used to pay the costs of the May 23, 2012 forum. The
Club did.not endorse any candidate for federal office, nor did it endorse the views of either party
official who spoke at the forum. Neither party official expressly advocated the election of

Barack Obama or Mitt Romney during the forum. Finally; the Ohio News Network properly
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‘broadcast CMC-provided video of the May 23, 2012 forum on their channel under the press

-exemption.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission should find that there is no reason to
believe that the Columbus Metiopolitan Club viélated any provision of the Fed'e'ral,'EleétiOn:

Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, or applicable Federal Election Commission regulations.

Sincerely,

‘Counsel for-the Colunibus Méetropolitan Club.
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